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were going to return from Las Vegas to
Lincoln to celebrate it with friends and
family, but instead Igor’s family ven-
tured and journeyed from Lincoln to
Las Vegas to bid farewell to their son,
who was a police officer killed in this
episode of horrific violence which
killed two others and eventually also
led to the death of the two shooters.

One of his fellow officers, who was
one of Igor’s close buddies, told the
story at his funeral about how close
Igor was to his son. He said, through
tears, to the crowd:

I started getting pictures of Igor and
Logan. I would see him with Logan over at
the house and it was clear . . . our once epic
romance was being replaced.

Logan Soldo will never know his dad,
but there are thousands who lose their
sons every year.

Over the weekend some of my col-
leagues might have had a chance to
read an op-ed in the Washington Post
written by Mark Barden and David
Wheeler. Mark and David lost their
sons, Daniel and Ben, in Sandy Hook.
They talked about what Father’s Day
has become. They said:

We know Father’s Day is meant to be a day
when fathers sit back on their couches,
watch sports and take it easy. But this Fa-
ther’s Day, we ask you to do one thing dif-
ferently. Look at your children, your beau-
tiful, growing, pesky children who bring you
so much joy and sometimes cause you so
much heartache, and ask yourself—really
ask yourself—this: Am I doing everything I
can to keep them safe? Because the answer
to that question, if we all answer honestly,
clearly is no.

Of course, that is the answer here in
the Senate because we have witnessed
over 70 school shootings since Sandy
Hook. There were 35 school shootings
this year alone, and we are not even
halfway through the year. There are
31,000 people a year—2,600 people a
month, 86 people a day—who are killed
by guns, and we do nothing.

We tried to pass a pretty simple bill
that would expand the number of sales
that would be subjected to a back-
ground check—supported by 80 percent
of the American public—on the floor of
this Senate, but because of a Repub-
lican filibuster, we could not get it to
a final vote. The numbers are clearly
not moving people, so hopefully the
stories will, stories such as that of one
particular father who has become the
face, in many ways, of the Sandy Hook
tragedy, Neil Heslin.

Many people have heard Mr. Heslin
talk because he probably talks in the
most poignant, open, soul-baring terms
of any of the parents.

Twenty-four hours removed from Fa-
ther’s Day—which many of us got to
spend with our dads and our kids—I
will leave you with the words from Neil
Heslin’s testimony before the Senate
Judiciary Committee:

On December 14, Jesse got up and got ready
for school. He was always excited to go to
school. I remember on that day we stopped
by Misty Vale Deli. It’s funny the things you
remember. I remember the hug he gave me
when I dropped him off. He just held me, and
he rubbed my back. I can still feel that hug.
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And Jesse said, “‘It’s going to be alright.
Everything’s going to be okay, Dad.” Look-
ing back it makes me wonder. What did he
know? Did he have some idea about what was
going to happen? But at the time I didn’t
think much of it. He was just being sweet.

He was always being sweet like that. He
was the kind of kid who used to leave me
voice messages where he’d sing me happy
birthday even if it wasn’t my birthday. I'd
ask him about it, and he’d say, ‘I just want-
ed to make you feel happy.” Half the time I
felt like he was the parent and I was his son.

Taking a break from Neil’s testi-
mony for a second, this was Neil’s only
family. He was separated from his wife.
Neil has been unemployed, bopping be-
tween different housing situations. His
entire family—his entire life—was his
son Jesse.

Neil went on to say:

Jesse just had this idea that you never
leave people hurt. If you can help somebody,
you do it. If you can make somebody feel
better, you do it. If you can leave somebody
a little better off, you do it.

They tell me that’s how he died.

When he heard the shooting—at Sandy
Hook Elementary School that day—he didn’t
run and hide. He started yelling. People dis-
agree on the last thing he said. One person
who was there said he yelled ‘‘run.”” Another
person said he told everybody to ‘‘run now.”

What I know is that Jesse wasn’t shot in
the back. He took two bullets. The first one
grazed off the side of his head, but that
didn’t stop him from yelling. The other hit
him in the forehead. Both bullets were fired
from the front.

I hate to say it but even when you know
your community has been hit, you hope and
pray it wasn’t your boy. They had us all to
go to a fire station to wait and see if our
kids would make it out of the school. By 3:30,
maybe 4 o’clock, they told us there were no
more survivors. I should have realized.
They’d basically told me my son was dead,
but I waited. I told the people what to look
for, what he’d been wearing that day. He had
this striped shirt and Carhartt jacket, and
these pants that fit him in September, but
then he hit a growth spurt. I gave the de-
scription and I waited some more. I waited
and I hoped, until 1:30 in the morning. That’s
when they told me he wasn’t coming.

Breaking away from his testimony
again for a second, I was at that fire
house, and I will never forget the scene
of Neil Heslin sitting by himself hour
after hour.

Returning to his testimony, he con-
cludes by saying:

Before he died, Jesse and I used to talk
about maybe coming to Washington some
day. He wanted to go to the Washington
Monument. When he talked about it last
year, Jesse asked if we could come and meet
the President.

I said earlier that I can be a little cynical
about politicians. But Jesse believed in you.

This is Neil talking to us.

He learned about you in school and he be-
lieved in you. I want to believe in you, too.
I know you can’t give me Jesse back. Believe
me, if I thought you could I'd be asking you
for that. But I want to believe that you will
think about what I told you here today. I
want to believe you’ll think about it and
then you’ll do something about it, whatever
you can do to make sure no other father has
to see what I've seen.

Mr. President, I yield the floor, and I
note the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.
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The bill clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, I ask to
be recognized in morning business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

DEFENSE PROCUREMENT
CONTRACTING

Mr. McCAIN. Mr. President, when I
first exercised congressional oversight
of the F-35 Joint Strike Fighter Pro-
gram in 2010—at that time I was the
ranking member of the Senate Armed
Services Committee—I saw a program
in turmoil. Perhaps the most signifi-
cant indication of that was that while
the program had exploded from its
original overly optimistic development
cost estimates by more than $15 billion
and was delayed by 5 years, without
the prospect of delivering needed
warfighting capability anywhere on the
horizon, the program’s prime con-
tractor consistently received most of
those award fees that were available to
it under its contracts with the govern-
ment. Let me repeat. The contractor
continued to receive award fees that
were supposed to be given in case of the
program meeting certain milestones.
In fact, it exceeded the cost estimates
by $15 billion and was delayed by 5
years.

Since 2010 major challenges have con-
tinued to arise. Just days ago the De-
partment of Defense grounded the en-
tire F-35 fleet because of an in-flight
emergency involving a leak of engine
oil. This is the second grounding of the
F-35 fleet due to engine problems in
the last 16 months.

Much work remains to be done in the
program, including validating design
and operational performance; install-
ing state-of-the-art flight and combat
software programs—those programs are
still being written—and making the F-
35 affordable, with life-cycle costs esti-
mated at more than $1 trillion—the
first weapons system in the history of
this country that is estimated to cost
$1 trillion. While the Government Ac-
countability Office has said the pro-
gram is ‘‘moving in the right direc-
tion,” this is clearly a program that
has had and continues to have major
problems.

With this in mind, I was greatly con-
cerned when I read an article last week
entitled ‘‘Carter: JSF Program Man-
ager Based F-35 Award Fees on Desire
to Protect Lockheed Exec.” It was on
InsideDefense.com. The article de-
scribes comments made by former Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense and Under
Secretary of Defense for Acquisition,
Technology and Logistics Ashton Car-
ter—a man I admire a great deal—in a
speech at Harvard University on May
16, 2014. He revealed that while the
Joint Strike Fighter Program was suf-
fering from massive cost growth and
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scheduling delays, the government’s
program manager for JSF consistently
awarded prime contractor Lockheed
Martin most of its available award fees
due to concern about the job security
of his Lockheed Martin counterpart.

Appropriately, the Department of De-
fense fired its program manager, a Ma-
rine Corps two-star general, in Feb-
ruary 2010. While that official had been
giving away millions of taxpayers’ dol-
lars to his friend in the industry, re-
gardless of how exceedingly poor the
Joint Strike Fighter Program was per-
forming, independent cost estimates
were briefing the Pentagon that the
Joint Strike Fighter Program might
exceed its original budget estimates by
as much as $60 billion.

To understand why the cost to pro-
cure these fighters exploded, then-Dep-
uty Secretary of Defense Carter re-
quested a breakdown of F-35 costs and
challenged the program manager as to
why he had been giving Lockheed Mar-
tin upward of 85 percent of the max-
imum award fee it could have earned.
As Secretary Carter recounted, that of-
ficial said:

I like the program manager on the Lock-
heed Martin side that I work with. And he
tells me that if he gets less than an 85-per-
cent award fee, he is going to get fired.

This is totally unacceptable. It is the
kind of cronyism that should make us
all vigilant against, as President Eisen-
hower warned us over 50 years ago, the
“military industrial complex.” In this
case, it appears taxpayers paid a mas-
sive premium for the friendship be-
tween the government’s and the con-
tractor’s program managers. As dis-
turbing as these recent revelations are,
this incident also raises a few other
questions. For example, why were
award fee criteria that exposed those
Joint Strike Fighter Program con-
tracts to the risk of being abused in ex-
actly this way originally negotiated
into that contract? Why would the con-
tract allow such a thing?

Where was this program manager’s
superiors, the Service Acquisition Ex-
ecutive, and particularly on the Joint
Strike Fighter Program the Under Sec-
retary of Defense for Acquisition Tech-
nology and Logistics? What about his
superiors. Were they not supposed to be
overseeing how and why he was award-
ing Lockheed Martin fees throughout
the relevant period?

This whole episode underscores the
importance of ethics in government
contracting. If the program manager or
the program executive officers, senior
officials in the acquisition chain of
command do not recognize the fidu-
ciary responsibility they have to the
taxpayer in their stewardship of de-
fense dollars, any attempt to reform
the defense procurement process or
otherwise exercise vigilance vis-a-vis
the military industrial complex will
fail.

This episode also emphasizes the im-
portance of the trade craft of govern-
ment procurement contracting. Those
skills and judgment that comprise the
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trade craft of government procurement
contracting provide government acqui-
sition managers with the tools he or
she needs to keep the ‘“‘unwarranted in-
fluence” of the military industrial
complex at bay and make sure the
product or service to be delivered into
his or her watch will be delivered on
time, with the required capability, and
at a reasonable cost.

That starts with structuring govern-
ment procurement contracts properly
so that given the nature of the work
and the deliverables being placed on
contract, one, exactly the kind of per-
formance that is important to the gov-
ernment in a given program is being
incentivized, and, two, the government
is incentivizing its industry partner to
render that performance effectively. If
in a given program the performance
that is important to us is cost control,
as it should have been in the case of
the Joint Strike Fighter Program de-
velopment contracts, why were we even
using an award fee as opposed to an in-
centive fee contract?

By their very nature, incentive fee
contracts provide that the cost of over-
runs be shared between industry and
government and therefore incentivizes
prime contractors to minimize them.
This, of course, has not been a problem
that has been limited to the Joint
Strike Fighter Program. For years we
have seen a widespread use of award fee
contracts, including those that support
major defense acquisition programs
with subjective measures of award fees
not clearly tied to cost control.

Any internal Department of Defense
guidance that simply prescribes the use
of ‘“‘appropriate’ contract types that
are not accompanied by effective guid-
ance and training on exactly how con-
tract types should be tailored to a
given product or service should be
viewed with skepticism.

This matter, and indeed the broader
possibility that the episode that Dr.
Carter alluded to in his speech may be
more pervasive throughout the whole
of government than we realize and
should concern all congressional com-
mittees of jurisdiction, inspectors gen-
eral, and Americans who value how
their taxpayer dollars are being used.

I repeat: As a proud supporter of our
Nation’s defense, as an outspoken op-
ponent of sequestration and the dam-
age it is doing to our Nation and our
ability to defend it, when we look at a
program such as this, where it exceed-
ed its original cost estimates by more
than $15 billion and more than 5 years
of delay and there are still problems
with the most expensive weapons sys-
tem in history, and the first time $1
trillion is being spent on one weapons
system, we need to do a lot better.

One of the actions that has to be
taken, which has not been taken, is
holding people accountable. I remem-
ber talking at a hearing and asking the
Chief of Naval Operations about the
USS Gerald R. Ford, their brandnew air-
craft carrier. It had a $3 billion cost
overrun. I asked the Chief of Naval Op-
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erations who was responsible. The
Chief of Naval operations said he did
not know. That is absolutely unaccept-
able.

So what we are doing by these ter-
rible cost overruns—and the list goes
on and on. I will come to the floor one
of these days with a long list of pro-
grams that did not even reach fruition,
that were canceled, such as the Future
Combat System Program that the
Army was touting for many years, for
which we got zero return at a cost, as
I recall, of over $3 billion.

Unless we fix this cost overrun prob-
lem, the American people will stop sup-
porting spending money on defense.
That is just a fact. It is time we in
Congress exercised much greater over-
sight, much greater scrutiny, much
greater questioning, both before, dur-
ing, and after the acquisition process. I
strongly recommend the work of in-
spectors general. I strongly recommend
using the Government Accountability
Office, which is one of our most impor-
tant tools. I strongly recommend using
committee staffs and sending them to
the places where these weapons sys-
tems are being assembled to get de-
tailed briefings because this has to
stop. I am getting a little bit repeti-
tious over the years saying it has to
stop, but when we look at the strains
and the challenges around this globe
that are taking place now, from the
China Sea to Iraq, we are going to have
to have a strong national defense. We
cannot have that with these out-
rageous and unacceptable cost over-
runs.

I yield the floor and I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

———

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT—EXECUTIVE CALENDAR

Mr. REID. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that following the clo-
ture vote on Calendar No. 778, Gayles,
the Senate proceed to consideration of
Calendar No. 78, Wells, and the Senate
proceed to vote on the confirmation of
the nomination; further, that if con-
firmed the motion to reconsider be
considered made and laid upon the
table, with no intervening action or de-
bate; that no further motions be in
order to the nomination; that any
statements related to the nomination
be printed in the RECORD; that the
President be immediately notified of
the Senate’s action.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. REID. We hope this will be a
voice vote, but we still expect to have
three rollcall votes starting in 15 min-
utes.
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